expression in some cases for heretical),1 and thus allowed them to exert no permanent influence upon Judaism.'
Obviously the eminent master of Rabbinic lore failed to take due cognizance of the extensive eschatological and cosmological passages, of the angelology and demonology, not to speak of the thaumaturgical matter which occupy so large a place in the Talmud and Midrash, and have exerted a decisive influence upon the views and doctrines of the Rabbis throughout all the centuries. All these show a striking family resemblance to the contents of the Apocalyptic literature and point to a common source of tradition, with the only difference that the latter presents the whole material in a coherent and systematized form, whereas the former has it all given sporadically in the form of tradition without order or system and without claiming any higher authority. Nor should the fact be ignored that some of the apocalyptic books appear in fragmentary form under other names in the Gaonic period, as was especially pointed out by Jellinek in his instructive introduction to his Beth hac-Midrash volumes. On closer investigation we cannot Apocalyptic (I73-206), which is of special interest to the Jewish reader. Here the claim is set forth that the apocalyptic lore 'while built upon the ancient prophecy, was the result of the same psychical experience and concerned with the same object, the future of life, but it had a larger scope than the latter, it being universal and unlimited as to time, having an infinitely wider view.' 'It sketched in outline the history of the world and of mankind, the origin of evil, its course and inevitable overthrow, the ultimate triumph of righteousness and the final consummation of all things. It was in short a Semitic philosophy of religion, and as such it was ever asking: Whence? Wherefore? Whither? and it put these questions in connexion with the world, the Gentiles, Israel, and the individual. Apocalyptic, and not prophecy, was the first to grasp the great idea that all history alike, human, cosmological, and spiritual, is a unity-a unity following naturally as a corollary of the unity of God, preached by the prophets.' 'Only by reason of the completion of the Biblical Canon, which implied the cessation of prophecy, pseudonymity was resorted to by the writers, which condition,' says our author, 'changed with the rise of Christianity.' Thus in emphatic contradiction to the view of Jewish scholars who 'have denied to apocalyptic its place in the faith of pre-Christian orthodox Judaism'-a view which he declares to be 'absurd' and a 'blunder'-our author claims 'the existence of two forms of Pharisaism in pre-Christian Judaism, i.e. the apocalyptic and the legalistic'. The former, he says, 'has given birth to, and shaped the higher theology of Judaism and became, historically speaking, the parent of Christianity'; the latter 'drove the apocalyptic from its position of secondary authority and either banished it absolutely, or relegated it wholly into the background, and so arose Talmudic F. Crawford Burkitt in his luminous lectures on Jewish and Christian apocalypses approaches the subject with more fairness. The following fine remarks, pp. 5-6, are worth quoting: 'The wise men of Israel who came after Ezra had the Law already, but it was they who brought the prophets into the form in which we read them, and the Psalms, whatever ancient fragments they may probably contain, were in the main their work. To the prophets it had been given to make the Religion of Israel, but the Scribes made the Bible. It is difficult, when we think of the immense effect that the Old Testament has had, to find words high enough to describe the importance of the work of the Scribes for after generations. And yet it was secondary and derivative. The Scribes had not in themselves the direct and masterful authority that belonged to the Prophets who went before them. They were not commissioned 
. I8-19).
Yet it is exactly upon such calculations from prophetic utterances (Dan 9. 2) after certain world periods and jubilees that the apocalyptists based their predictions. Whether these world periods were taken over from Babylonia or from Persia, it was certainly only in these esoteric circles that calculations concerning 'the end' (Dan. II. 31, 35; I2. 9, 13) were made. 
But it is noteworthy that G. Behrmann in the Introduction to his very valuable Commentary to

